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Law Offices of Barrett S. Litt 
617 South Olive Street, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, California 90014 

(213) 623-7511 

Attorneys for Respondent 
MARY SUE HUBBARD 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 


) 

In re the Estate of ) Case Mo. 47150 

) 

L. RON HUBBARD. ) ORDER. 

) 

_ ) 

On December 8, 1982, there came on for hearing before 
this court the following motions: 

(1) Petitioner's motion for the issuance of letters 
rogatory. 

(2) Petitioner's oral motion to file verification of 
petition. 

(3) Respondent Mary Sue Hubbard's motion to compel the 
deposition of Petitioner Ronald DeWolf. 

(4) Respondent Mary Sue Hubbard's motion to strike the 
petition as sham. 


.J! ft* W. 

RIveRS'C-t C5CNTY 

DEC 1C 1382 

WIILUJIA E. CONERfcY, Clerk 
By.Deputy 
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(5) Respondent Mary Sue Hubbard's motion to strike the 
petition, declaration, and exhibits, or portions 
thereof. 

(6) Respondent Mary Sue Hubbard's demurrer to the peti¬ 
tion. 

Wilkie Cheong appeared on behalf of petitioner Ronald 
DeWolf and Barrett S. Litt appeared on behalf of respondent 
Mary Sue Hubbard. 

The court ruled on some of the above motions and took 
others under submission as follows: 

(1) Petitioner's motion for the issuance of letters 
rogatory was denied as premature on the basis of C.C.P. 

§2016(a). Petitioner may refile such a motion at the appro¬ 
priate time. 

In the context of this motion for the issuance of 
letters rogatory, the court took up related matters 
concerning the scope and use of discovery. Discovery in this 
matter at this stage is not for the purpose of inventorying 
L. Ron Hubbard's assets or estate, but solely for the purpose 
of establishing the elements contained in Probate Code §260. 
Accordingly, financial discovery in this case, including 
requests for documents, is limited to items which show that: 
L. Ron Hubbard is a missing person within the meaning of 
Probate Code §260? L. Ron Hubbard is or was a resident of the 
State of California, County of Riverside; L. Ron Hubbard owns 
real or personal property in the State of California; and 
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L. Ron Hubbard's estate requires attention, supervision and 
care. 

The parties have agreed in principle to the limitation 
of the use of discovery obtained in the course of this case. 
None of the discovery taken in this case, whether in the form 
of depositions, interrogatories, production of documents, 
admissions, discovery stipulations, exhibits or other types 
of discovery, shall be filed by either party. In the event 
that motions are filed which refer to discovery materials, 
only those portions of the discovery directly referred to and 
cited in the motions or related pleadings shall be filed as 
exhibits to the motion, and they shall be filed under seal. 
Further, neither party shall disclose the original or any 
copies of any such discovery to any persons whatsoever except 
insofar as is necessary in good faith to prepare and litigate 
this action. Specifically, but not by way of limitation, 
such discovery shall not be disclosed to any member of the 
press or news media, and shall not be disclosed to attorneys 
representing any parties who are in litigation with Mary Sue 
Hubbard, L. Ron Hubbard, Ronald DeWolf, or any Scientology 
organization (except that, with respect to Massachusetts 
attorney Michael Flynn, the limitations with respect to him 
are discussed in the next paragraph). Further, there shall 
be no use of discovery obtained in this case in any other 
proceedings, either directly or indirectly. 
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Respondent Mary Sue Hubbard also requested, as part of 
her opposition to the motion for issuance of letters roga¬ 
tory, that Massachusetts attorney Michael Flynn and his asso¬ 
ciates be disqualified and excluded from participating, 
appearing or associating as counsel for petitioner in the 
noticed depositions referred to in the letters rogatory, or 
in the case in general, on the ground that Mr. Flynn and his 
associates have a conflict of interest with L. Ron Hubbard 
and are adverse to Mr. Hubbard. That request is denied at 
this time. The limitations on discovery referred to in the 
preceeding paragraph, however, do apply to Mr. Flynn and his 
associates in that discovery taken in this case may not be 
disclosed to them except to the extent that they-are asso¬ 
ciated by petitioner for M a sc a chupe tet o dopoui friinmr, and, to 
the extent that they become privy to discovery material in 
this case, they are bound by the restrictions on its use and 
dissemination contained in the foregoing paragraph. This is 
not a restriction on petitioner’s, or his counsel's, ability 
to consult with Mr. Flynn or to receive information from him, 
but is only a restriction on the disclosure and use of disco¬ 
very taken in this case in connection with Mr. Flynn and his 
associates. 

(2) Petitioner Ronald DeWolf's oral motion to file a 
verification to his petition is granted. The court agreed to 
entertain application by Respondent Mary Sue Hubbard for 
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attorneys, fees related to preparation of the legal argument 
regarding the defect of lack of verification. 

(3) Petitioner Mary Sue Hubbard's motion to compel the 
deposition of Ronald DeWolf was granted and the court signed 
an order, which was not filed, for delivery to Mr. DeWolf. 

It was and is ordered that Mr. DeWolf appear for deposition 
at 10:00 A.M. on December 11, 1982, at the Law Offices of 
Barrett S. Litt, unless arrangements are made for the deposi¬ 
tion to be held elsewhere, and further ordered that, if said 
deposition requires more than one day, the deposition shall 
be continued to a mutually agreed upon date during the week 
of December 27, 1982. 

(4) Respondent Mary Sue Hubbard's motion to strike the 

petition as sham was heard by the court, ' gha ■■ erarfa efegyrred 
th at-r—w hile th e face cl the pe tition avidanooo - ehafc 

Ronl.d—^i~i T i7i , ~^ 1 ~ ! .^ j'ii j l i ^ ! ti .11wl (-»i f r-j!i-.jf i i j.ts !t i .^ 

t- hp oo-ir*- -nr ?M t— Lb at — Ll.io ' is suliic ient grOUhJS" uh 

whi rh—— « ran -e— L’.a >Llui ' . T That motion is denied at this 

time. 

(5) Respondent Mary Sue Hubbard's motion to strike the 
petition, declaration, and exhibits or portions thereof was 
argued before the court. However, since the court had not 
had the opportunity to review the pleadings on that motion, 
it was taken under submission by the court. 

(6) Respondent Mary Sue Hubbard's demurrer was argued 
before the court. However, since the court had not had the 
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opportunity to review the pleadings on the demurrer, that 
matter was taken under submission by the court. 


Dated: 
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